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INTRCDUCTION

The California Postsecondary Education Commission 13 required by the Education
Code to "review proposals by the public segments for new programs and maxe
recommendations regarding such proposals to the Legislature and Governor
(Section 22716(6)]. Shortly aftar its formation, the Commission requestad
the staff to prepare an annual report describing its activities relating to
the program review function This 1s the eighth 1n this series of annual
reports. It summarizes the program review and planning activities of the
staff aad of the public segments for the period between June 30, 1982, and
July 1, 1983; and 1t concludes with recommendations for segmental act:ion
during tae coming academic vear.

REVIEW OF PROPOSALS FOR NEW PROGRAMS

Trends in Number of Proposals

The number of proposals for new programs received from all three segmencs

during 1982-83 was almost identical to the total of a year ago =-- &5 compared
to 62 -- despite notable differences i1n the numbers received from two of the
segments. The 32 proposals for new programs 1a the Communizy Colleges were

the fewest ever -- only about half as many as a year ago, and 72 percent

fewer tham in 1977-78. Although this reduced number continued a trend begun
after the passage of Propositicmn 13, the severity of this drop was undoubtedly
due 1n large part to the funding uncertainties which plagued the Communizw

Colleges as a whole these past two yaars In contrast, the State Unoiversicy
reversed 1ts pattern of the past few years by submitting 27 proposals, wors

Chan 10 any vear since 1976-77 The Unaiversity of Californmia, with eight

proposed programs, remained roughly at the level 1t establisaed 1n 1580-81

The table on page 2 shows the oumber of programs proposad by eack sagmen:
during each year sincas 1976-77. As can be seen, the total number 12 rec=n:
years remains less than half that of five years previcusly

Proposais of Each Segment

Appeadix A 1dentifies each of the 1982-83 proposals by campus, program, and
date submitted, and presents selected comments of Commission staff on them

California Community Colleges- By July 1982, 1t was becoming apparent to
Community College leaders that the i1ssue of State furnding for the Ceommunicy
Colleges would not be easily resolved. Certainly it was not a time for
colleges to be making extensive additions to their curriculum It =5 aot
surprising, therefore, that proposals for new programs from Community Coilsges;
were fewer taam ever -- and that even fewer are being raceivad juring 1281-3a
A majority of the 32 Community (ollege proposals for 19§2-53 again Zelli into
the occupational category, with five programs in the computar-data process:iug



field, and five 1n the health sciences. The other occupatiocnal programs
ranged widely 1n subject, as d.d the proposed programs 1n liberal arts
fields.

Number of Propesals for New Prograns
Received from Each Public Segment Siance 1976=77

California The California University of

Yaar Communitvy Colleqges Stata University Catifarma Total
1976=177 93 29 17 139
1977-78 101 a0 15 136
1978-79 35 17 13 g
1979-80 43 16 12 71
1980-61 51 17 9 7
1981-82 43 11 5 02
19482-83 3z 27 8 65

Source Commission staff filas

As a group, the Community College proposals tended to be more carefully
developed and thoroughly documentad than has sometimes been tne case,

The Califormia State Universitv: In the State University, sever of the 27
proposals 1avolved already existing optioms whicn were being elevated ro
separate Jdegree status. Six others established profess:onal degrees 11 e
performing arts on campuses already offering liberal arts iegrees in these
subjects Among the remaining proposals, two wers for self-supporting
external degree programs, and several involved a restructuring of programs
already being offeread. Few 1f any of the new programs require additional
staff or squipment.

Unaiversity of California: Among the eight proposals from the University of
California were two for organizad research umits, both ca the San Diego
campus. Four of the e:rght were for programs or research units 1n health-
related fields, including an intercampus Ph.D. program in bio-engineering %o
be cffered by Berkeley and San Francisco This number of proposals for new
prograss from all nine campuses of the Univers:ty remains modest, iadicating
the efiects of budgetary uncertainties as well as an established Universitv-
wide scresning process that works to discourage or reject unsound proposals

In 21l three sagments, the budgetary concernas of recent years have enforced
a cautonary approach to program development that 1f kept from pecomiag
overly repressive will leave the program review function stronger at all
levels Unlike curricular expans:ion during the 1950s and of)s., when mosc
new programs could be offered only by adding faculty, a vast majoricy 2f all
new programs created 1n each of the public segments during the last ‘ive
years have made use of existing faculty. As a consequencs, few of taem
represent radical departures from campuses' current academic programs ( The
notable exception during the past decade aas been 1n the field of computer
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science, where a rash of new programs resulted o serious shortages of
qualified faculty and forced many campuses to rely on part-time 10STructors )
Currently, the most novel new programs appear to be interdisciplinary combi-
nations of courses taught by faculty already on the staff. Such proposalis
do not have to justify additional costs of offering the proposed program:
1nstead, they seek in effact to justify the cost of maintaining existing
faculty who, 1t 15 assumed, can be emploved more effectively 1f the new
praogram 1s establiashed.

-

REVIEW OF EXISTING PROGRAMS

Although the current surge of bureaucratic 1nterest LR program review as an
academic exercise may suggest otherwise, the practice of systematicaily
evaluating the curriculum and its components 1s not a receiat development on
college campuses. Realizing that regular checkups are as important for an
i1nstitution as for an individual, the best-managed colleges and universit:ies
have routinely conducted periodic reviews of their academic departments and
programs

Trends \1n Reviews of Existing Programs

Until a few decades ago, these reviews of existing programs seldom attracted
any attent:ion beyond the bouudaries of the campus. With a growing public
emphasis on accountability and a tightening of state budgets, howaver,
program reviaw came to be regarded as one indication to outside observers
that public 1institutions were beircg responsiblv operated, siace 1t gave
evidence of epcouraging cost effectiveness or efriciency, if not actual cost
reductions by consolidating or eliminating toe ieast productive programs

On campuses, meanwhile, the threatening aspects of the review process have
been deemphasized while 1ts importazce for maintaising and 1mproving quaLiir
has been stressed. Although cost curtting and quality control are not aiways
contradictory purposes, they do suggest why stepped-up review activity has
not yet resulted in the savings some had originally anticipated, and ~hy
only a small fraction of the hundred of programs reviewed during the past
five years have been recommended for eliminatiom. Since most campus reviews
are self-evaluations, conducted in part by faculty who are responsible for
the program, they seldom recoammend terminat:ion of the reviewers' or tle:s
colleagues' contracrs. Rather than suggest that struggling programs be
phased out, they tend to list what 1s needed to bring them up to guality
standards.

Who shoula comduct program reviews remains a diff:cult question to resoive
Especially on large campuses that offer a hundred or more diffarent prcocgrams,
a schedule calling for each program to be avaluated thoroughly bv parcticipants
and outside experts every five to seven years imposas enormous demands »f
time and effort Campuses ot the Usmiversity of Califormia and the lal.Iornaa
State University, while subject to c2rta.n systamwilde guidelines., nave
considerable latitude in determininz how and bv wnom reviews are conducted,
as de individual schools on the same campus. Orcinarily the task falls ts
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standing or ad hoc committees composed of campus faculty, students, and
administrators. During any given year, a number of programs are also being
reviewed by outside teams for purposes of accreditation, as 1llustrated by
the summary of review activity at Berkeley in Appendix B. Another alterna-
tive 13 to employ outside evaluators =-- a costly but useful approach, espec-
1ally in seasitive situations. In some states, but not 1n Califormia, the
coordinating board 1s authorized to review programs in any publ:ic institution
in the state.

-

The Commission's Role in the Review of Existing Programs

As defined in the Education Code, the Commission's role in the review of
existing programs is to establish 1o consultation with the public segments
"a schedule for the segmental review of selected programs, =valuate Tie
program review process of the segmeats, and report 1ts findings to the
Governor and Legislature.” The Commission's guidelines for the review of
existing programs 1o "The Commission's Role in the Review of Degree and
Certificate Programs” (Commissiocn Report 91-31) define this role 1o deta:l
and indicate the importance the Commissiom attaches to systematic curricular
review, Amoag other procedures, these guidelines require each segment to
include with 1ts annual academic master plan a list of all programs scheduled
for reviaw on each campus during the next Ctwo vears In addition, =ach
segment is to submit an annual summary of roview activities on all campuses,
including as much i1nformation as possible about the nature and exteat of
each review aloag with 1ts conclusions and recommendations. (Sample pages
from these summary reports are shown i1n Appendix B.)

The last five annual reports in this series have discussed review practices
and summarized reviews of existing programs 1n each of tiae segments As
they have noted, 1t 1s difficulct for nen-participants to assess tie erfec-
tiveness of review procedures on iadividual campuses based on the summaries
submitted by the segments, since a mere listing of programs reviewead during
the year gives no indication of the rigor or objectivity of the evaluations
Moraover, although both the University and State University submit tc the
Commission brief summaries and coaclusions of their review commiitees. these
summaries usually do not include the candid comments necessary for effective
review but inappreopriate for publication.

One but ot the ounly ameasure of the efficacy of a campus's review procadures
15 the numper of programs racommended for cermination. During 1982-83, the
segmenta conducted hundreds of reviews, of which 18 recommended such termina-
tion. Evea though 1t 13 reasonable to expect that on each campus some
programs will be phased out over a periocd of time, the Commission has not
taken the position that elimipating a certain anumber of programs 15 an
appropriate or necessary zoal for the campus-reviaw process Instead, 2
periodic review of each program should be viewed aot only as an essential
mezns of improving quality but also as a safeguard -- 1f reductions must be
made ~-- against hasty or arbitrary programmatic decisicns The Commissicn
has, therefore, encouraged segmental offices to oversee the 2do0ption of 13
schedule on each campus and to work toward umiformity and thorougnzness >I
review procedures



Segmental Review Activities During 1982-83

In 1971, tne State University Board of Trustszes anticipated by several years
the widespread attention to program review later :in the decade by requiring

each of 1ts campuses te establish procedures fcr the periodic review of all

programs. As a result, 1ts campuses were ahead of most public colleges and

universities 1a instituting regularly scheduled reviews of their programs.

in the meantime, all campuses of the Univers:ity of California have also
established schedules for the review of existing programs on a five- to
saven-year cycle. Understandably, progress toward a similar goal within the
Community Colleges is more difficult, and the Chancellor's Office has thus
far been unable to complete a comprehensive survey of review practices
throughout the ssgment.

University of California: As noted 1n last year's report, the University
rnitiated an unusual number of systemwide r=views between 1980 and 1982
under the aegis of a policy acnounced by President Saxon 1a Septemper 1980
This policy authorized such reviews when decisions that had to be made ar
the systemwide level ragquired comparative avaluations of programs oo tne
various campuses -~ 1n particular, when (1) resource constraints appear to
require a reduction 1n the number or the i1ntercampus consolidation of programs,
or (2) a program coffered on 2 few campuses should perhaps be offared alse-
where as well.

As of February 1984, systemwide reviews of programs 1n engineerang, law,
foreign languages, and human:ities have been comgletad (Summaries of these
conclusions are reprinted 1n Appendix B.) A review of educatioca programs
has just begun. A Unaversity-wide review of programs in business and rsasiatad
areas has been authorized but no starting date has been set

It remains to be seen wvhat specitic consequences these syscemwide zavisws

will have. bhut i1nformation thev coatain about similar programs Cchrougnous

the University should prove iavaluable in forming judgments about individual
programs :n the future.

Judging from the summary report prepared by the Presideant's Office about
review activities on individual campuses, these activitiss appear to have
been more axtensive during 1982-33 than 10 most previous vears. Onlv ane or
two campus#s seem to be reviewing too few programs =ach vear to aliow them
to assure coversge of all programs on a five~ tu seven-year cycle Even
here, the process over the past several years of developing tne recen:ly
completed Planning Statements for all nine campuses involvad a general
evaluation of the strengths anc weaknesses of the entire academic progcam oa
each campus, and thus most programs nave undergone at least a cursory agami-
nation within the last two or three years.,

Review 2ctivity vithio the CUnaiversity during 13§2-85 led to the ais:ons.nua-
tx>n of the tollowing 13 degree programs-



Progqram/Ueqree Campus

Mathematics for Teachers, B.A. Berkeley
Russian Literature and History, B.A. Davais

Mass Commun:cations, B.A. Davis
Primary Health Care, M.H.S. Davis
Administration, 4.S. Irvine
Public Health, B.S. - Los Angeles
Applied Science, B.S./M.S5. Riverside
American Studies, B.A. Riverside
Ancieat Civilization, B.A. Riverside
Asian Studies, B.A. Riverside
Theatre, M.A./M.F.A. Rivers:de
Administration, M.Adman. Riverside
Health and Society, B.A. Riverside
Paleobiclogy, B.S. Riverside
Ecology, Ph.D. (joint) Riverside
Genetics, Ph.D. Riverside
Plant Phys:iology. Ph.D Riverside
Experimencal Psycmology, B.A. Santa Barbara

Even though a few of these programs were replaced by a siumilar one or were
consolidated under a single degree (for example, the 4.S. 1n administration
at Irvine was dropped with the addition of am M.3.A. program, while saparate
programs 1n genetics and plant physiology at Riverside were absorbed iate
one program in botany) and a disproportionate number of terminations were on
one campus -- Riverside -- the total 1s far greater than for aov similar
serzod. For example, last vear, oaly eight programs and two organized
research units wers terminated, 4s ~ere two programs and two orginized
research units the preceding year

The California State Unaversity: Eack January, the Chancellor's Jffice
staff presants to the Board of Trustees a summary of the conclusions aad
recommendations for all reviews completed throughout the State University
during the preceding year. As the Board of Trustaes’ ageada for Jamuary
17-18 notad, the primary purpose of reviewing the performance of existing
programs 15 ''to maintain the quality of offerings in the Califormia Scate
University" (Educational Policy Committee, Item I, Attachment A).

With program quality as the primary purpose, the tendency 1s to reccmmend
wmprovements rather than discontinuance of any program. As a result, tie
State University continues to add more programs =ach 7ear than 1t phases
out. During 1982-83, 1n fact, the Chancellor's Office receirved no recommenda=-
tions from any campus to discentioue any program.

It 1s impossible to quarrel with maintenance of quality as a primary purpese
for the review process Nevertheless, the adequacy of a process that canaoti
1dentifv, among the hundreds of programs being offered, any that are oo
lcnger supportable has to be questioned. One possible alternative s for
the Chancellor's Office to undertake systemwide reviews 1o selected supjects
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on a regular basis. Such reviews could be done in additiocn to or 1o comjunc-
t.on with the scheduled reviews on each campus which do serve an essential
purpose and need to be encouraged. Systemwide reviews run the risk of being
viewed as a threat, and thay require a great commitment of time and energy;
but thev have the advantage of beiug able to evaluate eacz program in rela-
tion to all others 1in the same field, and at this stage in the developmen:
of the State University, they sesm important to the system's continuing
vitality and strength. -

Last year's Commissioca report ou program review activities discussed the
Mission Statements being prepared by each State Umiversity campus 1n respoase
to 2 request initiatad 1o 1979 by Chancellor Dumke. At that time, thrae
campuses had presented their statameants to the Board of Trustees. Sirnce
then, ten add:iticnal campuses have completed their statements, whicn were
rncluded 1o the agenda of the 3card of Trustees Janrary 1984 meecing  4s
wag the case with the first three, some of these statements are not as
detailed as they might be for effective academic plamning, but they 1o
represeat encouraging reaffirmacions of the best aims and purposaes of public
higher education.

REVIEW OF PROJECTED PROGRAMS

The Commssion's Role in the Review of Prgjected Programs

The origimal guidelines outlining the Commission's rols in program planning
and ccordination recogoized the 1mpercance of the early screening of programs
vropesed for initiaticn a vear or more in the future and ragquested that the
segments aonually submit updated wmaster 11sts af projected Dprogoams iiGng
with their inventories of existiog programs. Commissicn staff began reriaw-
ing lists of projectad programs 1n 1976, and oa the -asis of critaria lava.-
oped i1n consultation with the Intersegmental Review Council. identiZied iz
1ts annual reports those projected programs which appearad o reprase.c
pessible unnecessary duplicatica sz which, for a variety of reasons, appeared
to be of gquestiopnable need.

Thas procass, temporarily disrupted in 1979-80 vhen the uncertainties result-
1ng from Proposition 1) preventad the segments from revisiag their fiva-vear
plans on schedule, was resuped 1n the 1981-82 report.

In 1ts revisaed guidelines i1ssueq 1n Decamber 1381, the Commission reassertel
1ts belief 1n the importance of advanced screening of projected programs by
calling for a brief statament to accompany each projected program listed Lo
the updated segmental master plans. The Commiss:ion asiked thar such scatemencs
contain "a descriptian of the program and the reasons for proposiag 1t, the
relationsbaip of the program to existing programs and to the mission 9% the
campus, :ts anew staff and facilities requirements, and the possible 1aze €21
toe program s 1initiatiocn.” The Uriversity and Scace Unlversxt_qﬁgEE sed
wltl this request by gathering descriptive statamencs for eaca pro;a
program listed 1n the master .ian, even those whose .mplemenmctat.on 15 =i
three tu five years 1in the Iuture These materwals have proven to he ext
valuable 1n the i1nitial screeniag of projected pragrams

-7~



Projected Programs Requiring Comnussion Review

After a raview of information contained i1n the descriptive statements, 1t 1s
pogsible to separate projected programs that from a statewide perspective
ralise no Sericus gquestions concerning possible unpecessary duplicition from
those which may be questionable on these or other grounds. From the complate
list of programs projected on all campuses of the University and State
University attached as Appendix C, Commission staff has iacentified the
following ones which, for a variety of reasons, 1t feels should be ceviewed
with particular care. Since the Commission 18 required by statute to participate
1n the review and approval process for joint doctoral programs, proposals
for these programs must be submitted for Commission acticn. By their very
nature, other proposaed Ph.D. programs require careful comsideration at all
stages of the raview process. The Commission, therefore, will also coatipue
to review and comment on all proposals for new doctoral programs. If campuses
decide to develop formal proposals for the remaining programs listed here,
they should be submitted (assuming approval at all stages of the segmental
procass) for regular Commission review. If any proJected programs oot 2o
this list reach the proposal stage, these proposals shouid be thoroughiv
reviewed within the segment and, Lf approved, sent 1an summary Lorm to the
Commission primarily for information.

Program Campus
JOINT DOCTORAL PROGRAMS

Educational Administration CSU, Los Angeles == UCLA

Chemistry/Birochemistry CSU, Los Angeles =-- UCLA

Physics CSU, Los Angeles -- UC, Riverside
Biology Saan Diege 3tate =-- UL, San Diego
Clinmical Psvchology San Diego State ~- UC. San Diego
Communicative Disordars San Diego State == UC, San Diego
Ceology San Diego State == UC, San Diego

DOCTORAL PROGRAMS

Ethnic Studies Berkeley
Developmental Biology Berkeley
Demography Davis {joint program with Berkelsv and

Santa Cruz)
Exercise Physiology

and Nutrition Davis
Neurooiology Davais
Applied Mathematics Davis
Environmental Toxicology Irvine
Nursing UCLA
Human Genetics San Diego
School of Law San Diego



Communicaticn San Diego

Nursing San Fraacisco
Human Communication Santa Barbara
Engineering Science Saanta Barbara
Computer Science and

Computer Engineering Santa Barbara
Computer Engineeriag Sanca Cruz

PROJECTED PROGRAMS IN FIELDS WITH MANY EXISTING AND/QR PROPCSED PROGRANS

Art B.F.A. Chico
B.F.A. Domanguez Hills
B.F.A. Sacramento
M.F.A. San Framcisco
M.A. Sonoma
B.F.A., M.A. Stanislaus
Business Administration M.B.A. UC, Santa Barbara
Computer Engineering B.S. or M.S. Chico
Fresnao
Fullerton
Sacramento
Computer Science B.S Bakersrfield
M.5. Domiaguez Hiils
B.S., M.S. Fresno
B.S Humboldt
4.8 Los Angeles
B.S San Jose
B.A Sonoma
M.S Stanisiaus
Geology .5 Bakersfield
Management M.8.a. Sonoma
Nursing .5 Bakersfir=1d
M.5 Sacramento
M.8 Sonoma

PROJECTED PROGRAMS WITH QUESTIONABLE STUDENT OR SOCIETAL DEMAND

Environmental Studies M.A. Santa Cruz
Latin M.AL Santa Barpaza
Architecture B.Arch, M.Arch San Diego Stats
Criminal Justice B.S. Stanislaus
Healeh Scaence B.S. Chico

B.S. Pomona

4v.8. San Bernardino
Public Adminisctration M.P.A Sonoma
Recreation Administratlien B &. Humbolat
Social Work M.S.W, Long Beach
Enviroomental Planning v.A. San franc:iscy Ztils
Eoviroomental Studies .35 San Jeose



MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAMS

Clinical Sciences B.5./M.8 Domiaguez Hills
Arts Management Ma. Dominguez Hills
Art Therapy M.a. Los Angeles
Industrial Studies B.A., B.S San Bermardino
Public History M.A. San Diego State
Museum Studies M.A. b San Francisco State
Gerontology B.A. San Jose

B.A. Stanislaus
Clinical Laboratory Scienca M.5. San Diego Stata

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SEGMENTAL ACTION DURING THE CCMING YEAR

[

The segmental offices of the University of Califormia. the California

State Universitv, and the Califormia Community Colleges snould coatinue
to encourage each campus 1o 1ts review of new and existing programs by

1denti1fying the most effective procedures, measures of qualicy, hacdling
of recommendations, and other elements of the review process and promot-
ing their adoption systemwide. As one phase of this effort, 2ach segment-
al office should develop or update program review handbocks for distribu-
tion to the campuses and other interssted parties. The handbooks should
summarize existing practices and procedures within the sagment, :ndicate
criteria, deadlines, and reporting requirements, and 1o general bring

together all i1aformation pertinent to the review process as 1t 1s cur-

rently coaductad.

The segmental offices should undertake each vear i3 manv systemwlde
raviews of programs -n selacted fields of study as resources allcw, with
the understanding that a possible racommendation from such reviews may
be the elimination or consolidation ¢f some programs.

Making use of the recently completed planning or mission statements from
rndividual campuses, the segmental offices should centinue efforts to
1dent1fy certain campuses as centers for distinction tn specified fielus
of study and should report any actions toward this end to the Jommission
by Dacember 1, 1984.

The Chancellor's Office of the Califernia Community Colleges should
exercise leadership in establishing more uniform program-review procedurces
among the Commun:ty Colleges. As a beginning step in this process, thke
Chancellor's Office should compile and submit to the Commission, 2$
requestad ra the Commission’s guidelines, the following 1tems:

a. A list of projected programs at all colleges, with a porief descrip-
tive statement for eacn program.

b 4 summary of pragram-review activities at eacn college for the
preceding year.



APPENDIX A

Proposals for New Programs Submitted to the Commission
July 1, 1982 - TJune 30, 1983

fate Camous
I=-12-32 Irvige
Tel2-42 Santa Cruz
T=13-42 San Diego
11-23-82 Saa Diego
2-24-83 Los Angeles
2-7=83 San Diego
5=8-33 Davis
3=-12-83 Jerikelay/

San Traaciscoe
\LAcarcaoous )

URIVERSITY 2F CALIFORNIA

Program

Genecics Counseling

Zducation

Jracaistics

Center for
Uniced Staces-
Mesican cudias

Architecturs

loscituca for
Haalthful Aging

Cell and
Developmental
diology

Jroemrineariag

Jegraa
4.5

4.5.

Organized
Hassarch
Unit

Pa.0.

Orgenized
Resaarch
Unat

?a D

13 aad
M D
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Commrssiaon Staff Comments

Since the originsi Proposdl <as sagus as €O
wvhat compececcies graduates of the program
would haww or to ~hat profassional posicions
thay might aspige, additional informatica
was requested with this clariricacion
and because of Irvine's piooeering affcrzs
in the fisld, wa zoncurred, aot.ng thac .=
would be difficult =n andarse prooosals

for suLh programs elsewhere until profas-
siooal opportumitizs are more cl=arcl
delineatad concur

Even tbougn avidence of cead for 3nocher
master's program 1o sducation 13 .¢f5 IZan
avervhelmizog, chil progTam can de v:=iersq
by existiag zaculcy and Lt does seet oo
have severai feacures that lisitaguiss .t
Irom the average Lonc.r

Curzenc faculty .n the Deparime~t 31 Yacle-
macics are Jell equipped o otfer this
program which w#ill bSea strangthened ov lhe
presance of the Laborakery tor “acpamat:ics
and Statistics, an Orgemizad Reseazch

Lozt ou the San Jisgo campus Joncur

Tha campus is tdeally sicustad, dach geo-
grapozcally and an the basis 2f currenc
efforts and resources, c©3 hacame a M, or
cencer fac the study of L § -“exicaa
affayirs An Oraanizsd Iesearc: .a.%
wanage and coord.naiz tne Jl.e ~inge
SamMpus MCTIVLIT.ES TAVALE) 5 Ite supje
Saems 2 .oglcal sied ab tiis L.me
LANCAT

FANT

t
zz

laitially sxzepcical aoouz the need or 2
doctoral degree i1n arco.teczase, .e Jznung
the proposal persuasi’se 1n 1eacribinyg t-e
areas of speciaiization that caa ce iffsreg
by existiag Zacuitv amd the kinds =:
cesesarch topics tLat caad b pursuel InLv ac
ag adranced .evel Lagedr

The sub ect .5 both zimely dgod seyl 3Licaq
to the wnit's _aterdizeipl.oadsr stiuctucs
The proposed Organized Sesessca Jairt jeems
to have enlisced sufficient casiii— _zteress
Jrosgects for extramural funding ire {1 or-
abla cangar

The proposed nrogram .llustrazes iie poss.-
S1lities zor curricular davsiscmenmz ac
modest cost IRhrough 2rfect. 2 :eoardiniatior
>f facu.ty and r=sources LINCLE

Tiis 15 one .r tansA wmerginyg C.xlig -
wOlCA LT .3 =50e<.2.4. d1.f2IWu% ta loc.mer:
S0C1atal nesu ~9% CDOCINALT .25 ar
actually evpana vitd 4 . nGTe3ase) 3upol il
toained peco.e 0 any aven:t t:a modast
egroliment and iddit.ocaL costs Dr3_ ectal
Qere, aiong ~1:ia the program 3 . ACarcimcus
scructure, ave 1n .13 favec concur



Date

T=4=42

8-19-82

9=-3-82

5-8-82

10=4=32

L0=4=82

10=4-82

12-6-82

Carpus

San Joss

San Bernardino

San Bermardioo

San Bernardino
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Heslth Physics
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Compurar Scisunce

Criminal Justice

Agricultural
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Hutritional 3c¢isace
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Accountancy

Oegres

H.§5.
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M.A.

4.3
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.5
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Commission Staff Comments

The campus seems well equipped to offer
what will be ons of the few programs of 1ts
tind on the West Coast Both scudeat
ipcarest . the program and poceatial job
opportunities for graduates ace saciafactor~-
ily docusentsd .n the proposal.

Cogcuz.

Excepc for the specisl cisfcumstances it Saa
fsvaardiso, it would be difficult co justify
a oew program 1in physical education at thas
cims. Howaver, bacause of 1Cs location aad
becauss 1o gew faculty will be nseded aad
most of the courses are already offersd,

it sesms rsasonable to support this pro-
posal. Cogeur

Coacur

The quascions raised by this proposas had
to do with a recent declize iao enrollments
in crimnal justice statsvide, The argument
1o tha preposal 13 that oo Jppertumities
for graduace study ia this ‘ield have been
available in thes Riverside~Sac 3dermaraino
ares On that basis icd because .T c1o

ba offared vith few add:ifionsl smsoucces,
1t may be juscified. Coacgur

This salid, well-documsacad proposal evi-
Jencas sufficiesat scudeac iaterast aod
reasanably good job prospects for graduates
The campus is appropriately situaced geo-
geaphically and has sufficient facul:y and
curriculars strengths to offer the program.
Concur

This proposal sievaces to sepacate Jegres
status what Ls currentlv ao efphasis J1tiia
the 4.5 Lo Home Eccnomics oragram  The
fact that thas can be acafeved with f=w, iI
agy, idditieccal courses is and irgusent .o
its favor Concur

Thzs proposal would add a cwo-year 1 3

in Counsesling program to an exisiing 1 A

1n Educatian peogram with s specialization
in Counseling waich requiras Jouy one yesr
to complets. Coomission scaff cecommeaded
that tha Ctwo programs “e narged as soon as
posaible, siace thay will invice comparison
with ons agochear to :bs detzimeat ¢ the Y A
un Education prograg. The campus, srariog
that concern, will consider phasing ouc

tha one-year peogram after this academic
yasr Cancue

This program, for whichk demand 1s easily
demonstrated, points up a jroviag dilemma
in curricular planning throughout the Stace
Ugiversity' How far should a campus go 10
responding to the Jemand .o busiaoess aad
technology, 1f development of tlese I.e.ds
can occur ogly ac the =xpenss 3{ other
areas of the curr:culum’ The listc of pead-
10g prograws ino iccountancy eisewhbere 4n0d
che i1acreasing percentages I students .2
business programs 3JuggesC a situatioa *hal
calls for raviev. cogeur
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